The information age presents us with a gambit: present information transparency to level the asymmetries of information, "democratizing" the opportunities for people to act according to more informed, autonomous decisions; or to control and manipulate our inherent human vulnerabilities to further skew power towards increasing asymmetrical positive feedback loops benefitting the few. This paper examines contrasting notions of the self vis-à-vis (un)consciously curated environments as humans increasingly live in advertising-saturated environments [1] .
different situations, can perform drastically different behaviors, based on the challenges and opportunities they come into the situation with, and are presented with. In one famous experiment, seminarians on their way to an important meeting were observed whether or not they gave money or help to someone in need. Those seminarians running late to the meeting in the experiment almost systematically did not lend help, while those who were early helped the planted subject to a much higher degree [12] . This experiment by design suggests that the same population engages in widely divergent socially-cohesive behaviors depending on the situation they are in-in this case, whether they were late or not to an important meeting.
Pragmatism has since its origins denied the notions of an autochthonous self, instead avering that the self is always socially constituted through and through. G.H. Mead, for example, appraises the communicatively rationalized society as forming the bulwark of how we understand ourselves. Mead writes, "we are what we are, through our relationship with others" [13] . If this interdependency is so strong that it has lead Alasdair MacIntyre to write his book Dependent Rational Animals to characterize both humans and nonhumans as ontologically social [14] , then what does it mean when a primary mode of interacting with our environment through advertising becomes instrumental rather than communicative?
By returning to the original Aristotelean meaning of character qua habitus [15] , situationism and virtue ethics are much more compatible than otherwise judged. Our habitus, however, emerges from a specific spatiotemporal milieu [16] , a habituation to a particular habitat [17] . Take Aristotle's phronimos out of Athens in the 4th century B.C.E., and that same person may be very maladapted indeed to the strictures of the modern world. Attentive habituation is not a universal quality, but one keenly geared towards the history of situations and stimuli encountered. Thus, reinscribing virtue ethics in the constraints of context highlights the molding of individual to environment and viceversa [18] .
What this suggests, is that advertising robs of knowing and developing certain parts of ourselves, through its calculated intention to use us qua consumers to achieve the ends of some anonymous other profiting entity. Rethinking the ethics of advertising in a world with increasingly ubiquitous modes of manipulating us through automatic means-algorithms, Big Data, predictive purchases, one-click-buy, etc.-benefits from understanding our vulnerable and porous selves, dismantling the claims that we can fortify ourselves against systematically exploitative elements in our environment.
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